REMARKS 

Claims 6-12, 14-17 and 19-22 are pending in the application. Of these, claims 6, 
1 0 and 1 9 are independent. 

Double Patenting Rejection 

Claims 6-12, 14-17 and 19-20 stand rejected under the judicially created doctrine 
of obviousness-type double patenting as being unpatentable over claims 1, 2, 6-8 and 
1 1-15 of applicant's copending Application No. 10/035,366 (now U.S. Patent 
6,724,1 14) in view of Torok (U.S. Pat. No. 5,1 17,144) and Fujii (JP 405236792). 

Submitted herewith is a terminal disclaimer in compliance with 37 CFR 1.321(c). 
Applicant respectfully submits that the terminal disclaimer obviates the double patenting 
rejection. 

Rejections Under 35 U.S.C. §103 

Claims 6, 10-12, 14 and 19 stand rejected under 35 U.S.C. § 103(a) as being 
unpatentable over GB 1598257 ("GB '257") in view of Shibayama et al. (U.S. Pat. No. 
6,262,508) and Fujii (JP 405236792). This rejection is respectfully traversed. 

The § 103 rejection argues that it would have been obvious to modify the stator of 
the DC motor disclosed in GB '257 such that every other stator tooth has inwardly 
facing north poles, as purportedly taught by Shibayama. Applicant respectfully 
disagrees. Shibayama fails to disclose or suggest a stator having permanent magnets 
with inwardly facing north poles in every other stator tooth. Although the Patent Office 
contends that Shibayama contains such a suggestion at column 4, lines 40-43, this is 
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contends that Shibayama contains such a suggestion at column 4, lines 40-43, this is 
simply incorrect. At column 4, lines 40-43, Shibayama states that "[t]he permanent 
magnets 15, 16 are affixed so that their polarities are aligned identically in the radial 
direction for all the magnets." This merely means that all of the permanent magnets 15 
in the stator teeth and all the permanent magnets 16 in the rotor teeth are oriented with 
their poles perpendicular to the radial axis of the motor, as shown in Figs. 3 and 4. 
Shibayama is clearly not stating, at column 4, lines 40-43, that the north poles of every 
permanent magnet 15 in the stator teeth and every permanent magnet 16 in the rotor 
teeth should uniformly face the same direction (e.g., outwardly or inwardly). Nor does 
Shibayama illustrate such polarities in his drawings. In fact, as best understood by 
Applicant, the Shibayama motor would not function properly if the north poles of all such 
magnets faced the same direction. Accordingly, Shibayama fails to support the Patent 
Office's suggested modification to the DC motor disclosed in GB '257. 

The § 103 rejection further argues that it would have been obvious to modify the 
DC motor disclosed in GB '257 so as to provide it with a unipolar drive, as purportedly 
taught by Fujii. In making this argument, it appears the Patent Office has overlooked 
the well known fact that DC motors and generators do not utilize unipolar currents. 
Thus, there is no motivation or reason to modify the DC motor disclosed in GB '257 so 
as to provide it with a unipolar drive. 

For all these reasons, applicant respectfully submits that the § 103 rejection 
should be withdrawn, and that claims 6, 10-12, 14 and 19 should be allowed. 
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Claims 8-9 and 20 stand rejected under 35 U.S.C. § 103(a) as being 
unpatentable over GB '257 in view of Shibayama and Fujii, and further in view of Torok 
(U.S. Pat. No. 5,117,144). This rejection is respectfully traversed. 

Claims 8-9 depend from independent claim 6, and claim 20 depends from 
independent claim 19. Accordingly, claims 8-9 and 20 are allowable for at least the 
same reasons as those provided above with respect to claims 6 and 1 9. Further, the 
addition of Torok fails to overcome the shortcomings of the § 103 rejection of claims 6, 
10-12, 14 and 19. Therefore, the rejection of claims 8-9 and 20 should likewise be 
withdrawn. 

Allowable Subject Matter 

The Examiner states that claims 21 and 22 would be allowable if rewritten in 
independent form. However, in view of the remarks provided herein, applicant respectfully 
submits that all of the pending claims are now allowable. 

Conclusion 

It is believed that all of the stated grounds of rejection have been properly 
traversed, accommodated, or rendered moot. Applicant therefore respectfully requests 
that the Examiner reconsider and withdraw all presently outstanding rejections. It is 
believed that a full and complete response has been made to the outstanding Office 
Action, and as such, the present application is in condition for allowance. Thus, prompt 
and favorable consideration of this amendment is respectfully requested. If the 
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Examiner believes that personal communication will expedite prosecution of this 
application, the Examiner is invited to telephone the undersigned at (314) 726-7500. 



Respectfully submitted, 



Dated: Y-/?3^ 




Harness, Dickey & Pierce, P.L.C. 
7700 Bonhomme, Suite 400 
St. Louis, Missouri 63105 
(314) 726-7500 
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